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Cellular firm won't pursue locator system for
911 calls

By CARLOS BYARS
Copyright 1999 Houston Chronicle

Houston Cellular's president said Tuesday that his company will not go forward
with an emergency-call locator system because it is unproven and could put
customers at risk.

In a statement, company President Don Kovalevich accused the Greater Harris
County 911 Emergency Network of being "misleading” in its criticism of the

company.

But emergency network officials called the complaints from Houston Cellular a
“smokescreen.”

The 911 network filed suit against Houston Cellular and its business partners
Monday, alleging that they breached an agreement to proceed with testing of a
system that would allow emergency workers to electronically pinpoint the location
of a cellular customer who calls 911. A hearing in this case is scheduled for 9 a.m.
Friday in ancillary court.

Panicked citizens calling from their cars often cannot tell dispatchers exactly where
they are.

Houston Cellular and the emergency network already tested the locator system
during a 10-month trial period using mock calls. The company and emergency
operators were set to put the system to use on actual Houston Cellular customers in
the second phase of testing.

But Houston Cellular officials say they declined to go forward with plans because
it is not yet proven technology.

"The test was not intended as a permanent solution, and it could cause substantial
confusion and risk for our customers," Kovalevich said in the statement.

The president noted that the test area would have covered just 2 percent of Houston
Cellular's coverage area, and it would have worked only on analog calls. Most of
the customers' calls are digital, Kovalevich said.

But John Melcher, project director for 911, said digital calls would have been
included in tests beginning in June.

Melcher also disputed claims that the testing would confuse callers, saying that the
network has one of the best customer-awareness programs in the country.

Kovalevich said his company has been "unfairly criticized" and he called it ironic
that Houston Cellular has been singled out for criticism, when it is the only local
cellular service provider that has done any emergency system testing at all.

Officials of the 911 Network said that the advent of BellSouth as managing partner
of Houston Cellular last December led to the eventual termination of the testing
program.

Named in the lawsuit are BellSouth and American Cellular, another BellSouth
subsidiary.

The 911 system currently is unable to locate calls from cellular phones as is done
with calls using the normal telephone system. Unless the caller knows and can give
the location, emergency response can be seriously delayed.

hitp://www.chron.com/content/story. html/metropolitan/255252
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The Federal Communications Commission has given cellular phone companies
until October 2001, to develop technology that will locate emergency calls. A
Houston Cellular spokeswoman said the company intends to meet that deadline.

Tom Bass, chairman of the 911 board of managers, said the issue boils down to
saving lives.

Initial tests of the proposed system using a dummy number were highly
successful, 911 managers said, thus paving the way for testing on actual calls.

These tests were scheduled to last six months, beginning in mid-April. Their aim
was to see how accurately 911 calls could be located in a large area of southwest
Houston.

Electronic equipment already has been installed on 70 cellular phone towers. These
towers provide cell-phone service in a wedge-shaped area from downtown west
along Interstate 10 to Beltway 8 and south to U.S. 59. This area has the highest
density of cell-phone subscribers in the city, 911 officials said.
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13 Dear Citizens of Greater Houston angyt alves‘on

< In 196, the FCC mandated that lre(ess incustry provide 911 networks with caltback numkers
and calf site location 100% of the U e for wireless 911 emaergency cails by 1998 (Phase I).
Phasae Il mandates location iden tion of cails within 310 feet, 67% of the time, by October 2001.
GHC chose not to implement Phasa‘-i technology mmmediataly.
. a
¢ Houston Cellularh the gonly w:reless camer in Housten that has warked with GHC 0 (est new
. wireless E9N techmggy : Ry

: e -
.+ The agreemant ‘between GHC and tioustcn Cellular was establisted to tess location tecnnaciogy and
:" _f“ did not require that this 'ec*.nology be implemented permanantly. We have now completed (en

* " months of cooperative zssun(}ynth G.HC it is ime that we review other technologies. A permanent

sclution cannot be determined based salely an testing one technolcgy.

——+iousien Cellular is extremely oonc&ned with the consequencas of GHC's msistence lo tet the
system with customers’ five emerg  calls. The jest was not In‘ended as a permanent soiution,
and it o:mld cause substantial a:nhg_ and risk for customers:

Tha fast area covers bﬁ_m;m of Houston Cellular's servica area, leaving us unabla to
locats the vast majority of emargency calls.
&

tomers en our analog natwork while the majonty ¢t

Houston Calkdar's custon rusing tﬁgna! 'echnology aqgain leaving us unatle tc locate
the vast majority of e (RIS

To date, Houston Ceilular:is tha anly one of seven local wireless providers in Houston

to test this technology. Wa arslunable to ccmplete or locate the amergency calls of cthar
wvreless camiars. :

« Houston Cellular offared to test this fgehnology with GHC for an additional six months to

collect mare data on this stil-develogmg tachnology. With this lawsult, GHC has rajacted our
prapasal for furthec study. : Dgt

Wae are disappointad that GHC has «

n to take legal action against us — the only wireless carrier
. that has wockad to help them test |

|
‘Houston Callular has been and contl .0 ba a leader in developing locatian technology sclutions ©

meet ihe FOC rmauiramants andd D AR Ao Mnd b mapcaadata tmntiam il SN a4 ek aee
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FEDERAL COMMUN{CATIONS COMMISSION
' WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

IN REBRLY REFER TO:

October 23, 1998

Ms. Pamela J. Riley ‘

Vice President — Federal Regulatory
AirTouch Communications

1818 N Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20016

Dear Ms. Riley:

I am writing in response to your letter of October 2, 1998, in which you
express concern that some may interpret the Commission's decisions in the wireless
E911 rulemaldng proceeding, CC Docket No, 94-102, as requiring a network-based
location determination technology solution in order to comply with the Phase II
automatic location information (ALI) rules. You request clarification to help alleviate
“substantal industry confusion as to wireless carriers’ Phase II obligations.”

In the wireless ES11 proceeding, the Commission adopted gencral performance
criteria rather than extensive technical standards, thus allowing various technologies w0
be used in the provision of Phase Il ALI. See E91! First. Report and Order, 11 FCC
Rcd 18676, 18714 (para. 76) (1996). As you point out in Yyour letter, the Commission
reaffirmed this approach in the £9/] Reconsideration Order, 12 FCC Rcd 22665
(1997). The Commission also specifically addressed concerns that aspects of the
Commussion’s rules might appear to preclude a handset-based approach. For example,
Section 20.18(¢) of the Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 20.18(¢), requires that
carriers provide ALI for all calls, which might not be feasible under a handset-based
approach for handsets currently in use, '

To reaffirm its general policy and approach, and to clarify the application of
that policy to handset-based approaches to ALI, the Commission stated as follows:

123. One further point deserves mention. In setting deadlines and
benchmarks for ALL our policy has been to be technologically and
competitively neutral. As we indicated in the £91] First Report and Order,
our intention was to adopt general performance criteria rather than extensive
technica) standards, to guide the development of wireless 911 services. Our
goal is to ensure the rapid, efficient, and effective deployment of ALI as part
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of E911, in order to promote the public safety and welfare. Thus, we have not
endorsed or mandated any perticular ALI tecknology or approach, although
we did recognizs in the E911 First Report and Order that parties at that time
cxpected that ALT technology would based in the network, not in the handset.

124. Since the E9/! First Reporr and Order was adopted, however, we
have received several inquiries with respect © whether other technologies,
such as handset-based technologies using the GPS satellite system, could
comply with-our rules. To clarify our policies, we wish to reaffirm that our
rules and their application are {ntended to be technologically and competitively
neutral, We do not intend that the implementation deadline, the accuracy
standard, or other rules should bamper the development and deployment of the
best and most efficient ALI technologies and systems. Manufacturers and other
interested parties who believe that our rules could be applied in a way that
might unreasonably hamper the deployment of effective ALI solutions may
raise this issue in the ongoing rulemaking or by requests for waivers. We do
not expect to delay the 2001 deadline, but would consider proposals to phase
in implementation, especially to the extent a proposal also helps achieve the
further improvements in ALI capabilities we discussed in the E£9/1 Further
NPRM.

E911 Reconsiderarion Order, 12 FCC Red at 22724-25 (paras. 123-124) (footnotes
omitted) (¢mphasis added).

In addition to thus inviting both general proposals for revisions or waivers of
the wireless 911 rules and specific proposals for phasing in ALI implementation, the
Commission expressly indicated that it would, upon receipt of a formal request,
consider reopening the record with regard to the application of Phase II requirements
in order to apply them only to new wireless phones. See E91/! Reconsideration Order,
12 FCC Rcd at 22725 (note 319).

To date the Commission has not received any requests that it modify or waive
the Phase II ALI rules or apply them only to new handsets, although we are
considering-a general request in a petigon for further reconsideration, filed hy the
Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association, that we clarify the Phase II ALI
rules as they apply to handset-based solutions.

While I cannot of course prejudge the disposition of this petition or of any
other filings we might recelve on this issue, | anticipate that the Commission and the
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Bureau will continue to apply and, if necessary, to take reasonable steps to modify
those rules in a technologically and competitively neutral manner that permits the
deployment of the best and most efficient ALI technologies and systems, including
handset-based technologies and systems. In this regard, any carrier that is planning to
achieve compliance with the Commission’s Phase IT ALl rules by deployment salely of
a handset-based solution, and that has any concerns whether such an approach is
precluded by the Commission's rules, should give consideration to filing a request for
waiver or for other formal Commission action to modify or waive the ALI rules to
address compliance issues affecting handset-based technologies.







EXHIBIT D

THE WIRELESS PRIVACY ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1999 AND THE WIRELESS
COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC SAFETY ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1999

HEARING
before the

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS,
TRADE, AND CONSUMER PROTECTION

of the

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION
on

H.R. 438 and H.R. 514

FEBRUARY 3, 1999

Serial No. 106-2

Printed for the use of the Committee on Commerce

[EXCERPTS]




Mr. Gordon. Okay. And let me go to the FCC here. I assume that, as these waivers come
to you, are you going to provide some--what is going to be your criteria? Are you going to do
some kind of cost-benefit analysis? What do you see happening?

Mr. Sugrue. Absolutely, in the public interest. As I understand this, rather than
characterize this as necessarily postponing the deadline, it is to shape the implementation
requirements so that a different technology isn't sort of ruled out just because the rules were
written with one particular type of technological solution in mind.

When the Commission wrote these rules, it assumed that the only approach to provide
this service was a network-based solution. You build it into the cell sites around the network.
Since then, some folks have proposed what they call a handset-based solution that would work in
conjunction with the global positioning system, the satellite system that provides very precise
location information. If our rules were applied literally, no one, no carrier, no system using a
handset-based approach could satisfy our requirements. Not because we wanted to rule it out,
because we wrote the rules in a way without that in mind.

[ think it is sort of that the various reasons why, procedurally, this is being styled as a
waiver. | would almost prefer to think of it as a rule modification or update so we have an
approach that doesn't inadvertently rule out one technology that may be very promising. So we
are going to look at things like if you do the handset-based approach, which would involve a
ramp-up, you might be required to start earlier so that the deadline may, in some sense, be
stricter.

Mr. Gordon. Will you looking at, I mean, maybe the difference in accuracy? I mean,

whether it is a, you know, minimal amount or--and also cost?




Mr. Sugrue. One of the tradeoffs will be whether the current rule provides for location
information with 125 meters on a measured average basis. Now that's about 400 feet. One thing
we are going to ask is if you are going to ask for a waiver, will you be able to do better then that
if you get the waiver? So can you get inside 125 meters as a standard? And one of the things we

might do is say you get the waiver if you commit to high accuracy levels.
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March 1, 1999

Mre. Kent Sander

Presidant and COQ

TeusPosition, Ine.

$330 Booae Bivd,, 4® Floor '

Vienne, VA 22182 T |

As we work togsther % achieve Phase I of the FCC's enhanced E-911 unplementanion plan, ! woald like

o emphasizs that it is essential  cooperets @ appropristely cammunicaring the plan’s status o induswy
rapresentatives, the public and members of the media.

!

It has been brought 1o my ateation that representives of TrusPosition have made claims thar the E-911
Tial was (n 2 commercial mae. We both know this is inaccurace information basad on the fact that we ze
in the inplementation and esting phage, ad the conaact agreement with Greater Harrs County is for s
Fial only. Further, this misinformation if discoacesting to Moaston Cellular and to s parent companies.

The geed for consistent, accurae communication 18 especially critical as the project progresses aad public
and medid interest [ncreases. Whils we would like the opportunity o review all formal innouncements
azd publcity relassd o this project, we rcallze tis 2sy not be peactical. Julie DiCarlo, our extrrnal
affairs manager, is available to discusy ¢ communications swategy, and we would appreciate all c@ors oo
your part o ensure the sscuracy ot futurs formal and informal discussicn of e project,

For clanificatica purposas, Houstog Callular’s agresment with E-91 1 specifies that at this ime tho E-91!
Zplementation plan I3 Ia 2 “Yrial stage™ only. The trial is for testing aad Is not a commercial spplication
at this ime. Any public anncuncement or statsmnent otherwvise is inaccunite and qlislesding.

| ook forward to warking with you &3 we unplement wuelass E91] sarvices ia our community. Please
sl me & 713-553-2205 or Julic DiCarlo az 715-555-2125 if we can be of assistanes © you in tus
process. g

Kindest regards,

SR SR




